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8  Number of  persons actively  employed or on payroll
as  of December 1,   1982   (Appendix F)

The eight persons who were   still employed or were  on  the
payroll  as of  December  1,   1982,   are  set  forth below as  reflected
in  Appendix  F:

Employee

1. McClure, Richard

2. Meadors, Homer S.

3. Moses, Arvil, Jr.

4. Moses, Issac

5. Perry, Leonidas Xerxes

6.  Trammel, Arnold

7. Moses, Dwight Wayne

8.  Daugherty, David John

Date Hired
Before 5/12/79
Before 5/12/79
Before 5/12/79
Before 5/12/79

Before 5/12/79
Before 5/12/79

8/29/81
9/12/81

Type of Work
or Status

Foreman and

loader operator

Has been ill

for months

Truck driver and

laborer

Various jobs and

dozer operator

Shop mechanic

Truck driver and

laborer

Tipple laborer

and drill operator

Shop mechanic

The tabulation above showing the eight employees who were
still on respondent's payroll as of December 1, 1982, indicates
that two employees, Dwight Moses and David Daugherty, who were
employed after complainant, are still working.  It could be
argued, therefore, that if complainant had not been unlawfully
discharged in 1979, he would still be employed in one of the
positions now held by Dwight Moses or David Daugherty.  I do
not believe that such an argument is valid because there is
nothing in the record to show that complainant has any experi-
ence to qualify him for the position of either a tipple laborer
or a drill operator, although he does apparently have some
experience as a person who has filled explosive holes with
powder and other materials after the holes have been drilled.
Also, while the record does show that complainant has worked
as a mechanic's helper and a "powder man" (Tr. 41; 234), there
is nothing in the record to show that he could qualify as a shop
mechanic.  Consequently, I believe that my finding above to the
effect that complainant would have been laid off on June 12,
1982, when all but one of the other dozer operators were laid
off, is correct and is supported by the preponderance of the
evidence.  Additionally, it should be noted that complainant
was hired by White as a "dozer man" (Tr. 251) and it would be
improper to hold that complainant should continue to be paid
for working as a "dozer man" after all other dozer operators
hired on or after the date of complainant.'s hiring have been
laid off.
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